Introduction 26
Since Labov (1966) 's seminal work in New York City, variationist sociolinguistics 27 has sought to develop a socially accountable theory of linguistic diffusion and change. 28
However, as Nagy and Meyerhoff (2008) , Smakman (2015) and Stanford (2016 ties support highly localised linguistic norms and intercommunity distinctiveness in a 41 unilingual context, whereas weak ties promote susceptibility to processes of levelling 42 and innovation diffusion (e.g. Milroy and Milroy 1985) . These findings are now well-43 documented in monolingual English-speaking communities (e.g. Milroy 1980 in 44 Belfast, Kerswill of these studies have adopted the variationist paradigm. Instead, the bulk of the work 66 on new speakers has tended to be qualitative in nature, focusing on interaction-level 67 analysis, with ideological themes oscillating around sociolinguistic authenticity in 68 endangered-language communities (e.g. native speakers as gate keepers and 69 authenticators of language), legitimacy of new speakers (e.g. as community members) 70 and power relations with other speaker types (e.g. their role in language revitalisation 71 efforts). That said, some new-speaker studies have also recognised that the speech of 72 new speakers can be far removed from community norms (or at least perceived as 73 such). Although few of these studies are devoted to quantitative methods, they can 74 (and, it will be argued, should) appeal to the variationist paradigm, which -for fifty 75 years now -has sought to understand the social significance of language variation, 76 and the mechanisms that drive linguistic change. These fundamental tenets of the field 77 (as proposed by Weinreich et al. 1969) will carry important implications for contexts 78 of (extreme) language shift, such as those offered by many of the new-speaker studies 79 surveyed below. Therefore, this article attempts to bridge these two areas of inquiry. 80
To do so, it will first be necessary to present an overview of the recent literature on 81 new speakers in sociolinguistics. In Section 2, a number of studies are reviewed to 82 
On 'new speakers' 95
The new speaker label is one of recent prominence in the language endangerment 96 literature. While regional or minority language communities in many parts of the 97 world continue to undergo an extreme kind of attrition, particularly in the face of 98 increased urbanisation and globalisation (see e.g. Amano et al. 2014) , new speakers 99 are nonetheless emerging as a result of revitalisation efforts and increasingly 100 favourable language policies. These new speakers have often had little or no 101 community/home exposure to the target variety, which they typically acquire in a 102 purely educational context. In the simplest terms, then, they are qualitatively different 103 from native speakers, who acquire the language via intergenerational transmission, 104 and other types of learners who may be exposed to the target in day-to-day life. proportion of the total speakers of the language, but they are also influential arbiters 116 in emergent normative practices. They can therefore 'occupy greater positions of 117 authority in the language's social hierarchy than many second language users would 118 do' (Nance et al. 2016: 168 eroded. However, attempts to revitalise Breton have led to the development of a 160 learner variety (néo-Breton) which is reified predominantly by new speakers (or néo-161 Bretonnants). Jones describes these speakers as an urban intelligentsia, in that they 162 are predominantly middle-class, urban-dwelling, well educated and highly politicised 163 (1998a: 129). Moreover, in sharp contrast to native speakers, these new speakers 164 typically acquire Breton as an academic exercise. As a result, they speak a 165 standardised, pan-Brittany variety of Breton, which she reports to be unintelligible to 166 native speakers. For example, to render Breton functional in additional domains, the 167
néo-Bretonnants have innovated neologisms as opposed to borrowing from Standard 168
French, as is the norm for the vast majority of native speakers; néo-Bretonnant 169 lexicon is also typically purged of existing borrowings (see Table 1 7 Moreover, their language use has been 185 equated in the literature in some cases as approximating that of a 'xenolect', 186
5 It is noteworthy that recent production studies among young children in Diwan (néo-Breton) schools do not necessarily support this observation (cf. Kennard and Lahiri 2017). 6 See contra Bucholtz (2003) for a critique of this notion. 7 A conceptual question might be raised here as to whether or not new and native speakers can be considered part of the same speech community (Labov 1972) . While acknowledging the considerable attention that has been paid to problematising this notion in (variationist) sociolinguistics (e.g. Romain 1982), the present article follows Milroy (1980: 14) , (Dorian 1982: 29) , and Bortoni-Ricardo (1985: 80), in adopting instead Hymes (1974: 51)'s definition in terms of 'common locality' and 'primary interaction'. Dorian (1982) in particular has shown why it is important that peripheral members with -what Hymes calledcommunicative competence (see Section 3) should not be excluded from any definition of speech community. Moreover, as Bortoni-Ricardo (1985) has shown, a network analysis can provide the appropriate means for assessing both common locality and primary interaction. It is also worth recalling Sankoff and Labov's perspective, who argued that 'every speaker is a member of many nested and intersecting speech communities ' (1979: 202) . This has also been interpreted to mean 'many different integrated networks' (Bortoni-Ricardo 1985: 80). in Spanish, but are in Galician. The results reveal that neofalantes vowel production 250 differed from that of Spanish dominants in the study in that at least some of the new 251 speakers had acquired the Galician front and back mid-vowel contrasts. However, the 252 neofalantes data suggested that the contrast made in mid vowels was not as great as 253 that of the Galician dominants, who had acquired Galician before critical age. Based 254 on this evidence, the authors identify an emergent hybrid category of vowels that they 255 postulate to be deployed indexically (Silverstein 2003) by new speakers to convey 256 speaker identity. Caipira speakers moving into urban Brazilian centres. Broadly, she observed that, in 322 the rural-to-urban transition, typical low-status Caipira features decreased and that 323 categorical non-standard rules of Caipira speakers' repertoires became variable where 324 strong networks were weakened, exposing these speakers to prestige norms (Bortoni-325
Ricardo 1985: 239-241). 326
It is proposed here that a social network approach can also be adopted to 327 elucidate the social mechanisms underpinning new-speaker behaviour described in 328 speaker variants in a wordlist translation tasks (see Table 2 ). However, only 5% 358 (N=39) of native speakers sampled were able to produce them, all of whom had at 359 least some contact with new-speaker participants. A social network analysis therefore 360 lends itself nicely to testing these sorts of hypotheses, though the framework would 361 need to be altered to account for the new-speaker context. whom the ego interacts with frequently, but on whom the ego does not rely for the 372 sorts of symbolic resources that define the exchange network. Such ties, which are 373 characteristically weak, might consist of work colleagues or neighbours, for instance. 374
In addition, passive ties are identified as entailing an absence of regular contact, but 375 are nonetheless valued by the ego as a source of influence and moral support. 376
Matsumoto (2010) suggests that close friends, spread over a large geographical space, 377 best describes the nature of passive ties. While the quality of passive ties is 378 ambiguous in these studies, they can be conceived of for our purposes as strong, 379
given the quality of the relationships. In applying this network analysis, Matsumoto 380 finds that social networks can best account for both code and choice of linguistic 381 variants in her multilingual community (2010: 160). Exchange and interactive 382 networks function in an analogous way to strong and weak ties in Belfast: exchange 383 networks (both active and passive) promote the maintenance of the vernacular (a local 384 variety of Japanese) at the expense of the incoming dominant language (English), 385 whereas interactive networks act as conduits for modern Japanese, and the diffusion 386 of English. 387
Distinguishing between these different network orders is useful for analysing 388 new-speaker variation, as the framework can account for the behaviour of individuals 389 whose language patterns may not be like those of their peers, or other members of the 390 network; 'they can be shown to have contracted different types of personal network 391 structures' (Li and Milroy 1995: 155) . To apply this framework to a new-speaker 392 context, the characteristics of the community under investigation would need to be 393
properly reflected in the methodology-design. For instance, Kasstan (2015) outlines 394 how a social network analysis, based on the number and quality of first-order 395 (exchange) ties is able to account for innovative vernacular forms among a small 396 number of new speakers of Francoprovençal. However, given (a) the extent to which 397 some new speakers were ostracised in the community, and (b) the overall size of the 398 community of new speakers, he found that the distinction between the various 399 network types employed by Matsumoto (2010) to be too nuanced for his endangered-400 language context. Instead Kasstan (2015) adopted an integration index based on that 401 of Cheshire (1982) and Edwards (1992), where participants are assigned a score 402 which determines how well-integrated they are into their respective networks. The 403 challenge for the study was to establish an integration index for two very different 404 speech communities in France and Switzerland, that was not only sensitive to the 405 socio-economic factors of each fieldwork area, but which could also account for very 406 different types of speakers, as well as the unique sociolinguistic context of 407
Francoprovençal (see Kasstan 2015 for details). As Milroy points outs, though, each 408 community will vary, and it is up to the investigator to pursue 'the most relevant and 409 easily measurable cultural categories ' (1987: 216) . 410
However, it remains to be seen how successfully new speakers might ' figure  411 prominently in a socially accountable theory of linguistic diffusion and change' 412 (Milroy 2004: 563) , which has yet to be fully explored. Few new-speaker studies have 413 attempted to bridge speech production data with these broader concerns. If, as 414
Kasstan (2015) speaker variants into the wider Gaelic-speaking networks (as proposed above), and 428
13 The observation that new speakers maintain inherently loose and uniplex ties is based on a long-held tenet of social network theory: 'on the whole, networks in rural areas tend towards density and multiplexity and in urban areas to uniplexity and sparseness' (Milroy and Margrain 1980: 48) . As reviewers to this paper have suggested, though, it is worth acknowledging that not all new-speaker networks will be equally loose and uniplex, which may have implications for this revised framework. Further research on new speakers of severely endangered or minority languages is needed to confirm this. 
